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Abstract 
Despite attempts to harmonize social policies, EU countries differ to a great extent in the support they provide. Recent economic 
and demographic trends clearly influence the transformation of social policy, with strong impact on the protection systems. In 
recent years we are witnessing the “radicalization” of political discourse by marginalization of the social support component for 
macro-economic concerns, particularly financial. In the context of austerity programs imposed by the financial crisis, measuring 
the well-being of families is becoming ever more important. This research aims to analyze the configuration of European family 
policies. How are the social policies influenced by macroeconomic and demographic developments in recent years at the 
European level but also in Romania? How has the implementation of family policies changed in Europe and in Romania in the 
context of recent developments? The research method used is secondary analysis on several Eurostat indicators.  
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V. 
Selection and/or peer-review under responsibility of the Scientific Committee of ESPERA 2014. 
Keywords: family policy, social transfers, social policy models; 
1. Introduction 
Despite the attempts to harmonize social policies, EU countries differ to a great extent for the support it provides. 
Recent economic and demographic trends clearly influence the transformation of social policy, with a strong impact 
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on the protection systems. In recent years we are witnessing the radicalization of political discourse by 
marginalization the component of social support for the macro-economic concerns, particularly the financial ones.  
In Romania, the state social intervention was modest. In almost 25 years, Romania has a sinuous dynamic of 
poverty corresponding to the sinuous dynamics of the economy (Zamfir, 2001). The economic crisis that was felt in 
Romania is considered to be a complex crisis – a political one, a moral one and a lack of knowledge one – a scarcity 
of understanding at the decision-makers level being identified (Zamfir, 2011). This study tried to offset some of this 
deficit through a comparative analysis of several benefits in the field of family policies within the general context of 
the European Union and the specific context of Romania. 
2. Family policies 
Except for a few early studies (Kamerman, Kahn 1978), family policies have gained attention only recently in the 
literature (Bradshaw et al 1993; Hantrais and Letablier 1996 Gornick et al. 1997 Anttonen and Sipilä 1996), many 
studies highlighting the difficulties involved in delimiting measures falling under family policies (Kamerman and 
Kahn, 1978, Bradshaw et al., 1993; Hantrais 1994; Anttonen and Sipilä, 1996).  
One of the first classifications of the family support (Jane Lewis,1992) address three models support: a) male 
breadwinner model (UK), which has a limited range of social services for childcare and determines low female 
participation on the labor market, b) modified male breadwinner model (France), which has an extensive and varied 
range of social services and the participation of women in the labor market is strong and predominantly in full times 
jobs and c) weak male breadwinner model (Sweden) with high support in childcare and encouraging a strong 
independence for women. Anttonen and Sipilä (1996) identifies five different regimes: the Scandinavian – 
characterized by universal coverage of care services and gender equality, South European model – with very few 
care services, France and Belgium – with a support system intended primarily for families with children (and less 
empowerment for women as in Scandinavian model), Germany and the Netherlands – based on benefits to support 
parents in caring for children and the British model – where services are limited, means tested and targeted only to 
problematic cases (Anttonen and Sipilä 1996 96-97). 
Romania was ranked in all analyzes as part of the former communist bloc. However, socialist countries had 
different options for social protection, different punctual responses to emerging social problems that occurred in the 
transition process to the capitalist economy, so that they can be considered hybrid arrangements with a variety of 
intermediary solutions (Kovacs, 2002 Tomka, 2006). After joining the EU, under the pressure of political 
harmonization, social policy choices have become more closely related to the old welfare state models (eg Poland's 
case reviewed by Wisniewski, 2005). In recent typologies, Romania was placed in the category of countries with 
high social inequality along with Italy, Spain, Portugal, Latvia, Lithuania and Bulgaria (Knogler, M. Lankes, F. 
2012).  
 
3. Method  
This paper intends to analyze the position of Romania in the context of the family support in EU countries. How 
did the financial support for family evolve during the economic crisis? What are the main features of Romania and 
the countries which has a similar profile? To see the efforts of states in this regard, we used secondary analysis of 
Eurostat indicators of the transfers in cash or in services: financial value of the family support (in PPS per capita for 
comparability), the importance of the different support types (universal or means testing, in cash or in kind), the 
importance of the different family protection benefits (parenting allowance, child care services, housing aid, etc.). 
The analysis is cross-sectional and longitudinal (we took as a starting point in 2005, a year of prosperity before the 
crisis). 
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4.  Results 
4.1. Low budget effort, minor increase 
In the background of low social expenditures (16.3% of GDP in 2011 compared to the European average of 29%), 
family transfers ranked at a slightly higher level (8.9% of total social cost compared to the European average of 
7,9%). 
 
  
Map 1 Expenditures with the family support as a percentage of total social expenditures 
Source: Eurostat 
 
The EU is spending an average 557 PPS per capita on the family social protection. Romania spends only one third of 
the European average - 181 PPS, the second lowest in the EU (being surpassed only by Latvia).  
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Map 2 Family expenditures per capita at PPS 
Source: Eurostat 
Low effort on family support was a stable option for Romania. Countries that have started from a lower level of 
expenditures, for example Bulgaria and Poland, which spent only 60% from what Romania spent in 2005, are 
currently spending 60% more. Romania recorded only a slight increase in transfers’ value, at comparable levels with 
countries that already had a high level of support. Increase until 2011 (the last year available in Eurostat data) is the 
same as in Sweden; only in this country the expenditures were 5 times higher. (Annex, Table 1). The countries of 
Central and Eastern Europe have increased the financial effort - Bulgaria, Poland, Lithuania, Estonia, Slovakia, 
Hungary  all outpacing Romania not only in the amount but also in their growth rate. Among former socialist 
countries only Latvia seems to have a similar path, starting from a low level and recorded a minor increase.  
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Fig.1. The dynamic of the family transfers in the Central and Eastern Europe countries (per capita PPS) 
Source: Eurostat data 
 
 In the EU, most of the transfers are universal and categorical, not means-tested, and the crisis has determined a 
tendency of increase their value, together with a slight decrease in value of the targeted ones. The largest increase in 
non-targeted transfers we encounter again in Bulgaria (5 times) and Poland (more than 3 times), along with Malta (6 
times). Of eastern countries, Romania shows again the lowest increase (31%) besides Latvia (15%), at low levels 
comparable to the Nordic countries, which had started again from 5-6 times higher levels (Annex table 2). 
Means-tested transfers have also recorded an increase in many EU newly member countries: in Lithuania by 3.5 
times, in Slovakia for almost 3 times in Poland over 2 times in Bulgaria with 38%. Apart from Romania, only 
Hungary and Czech Republic drastically decreased (Annex Table 3).  
Overall, family support in Romania shapes a restrictive pattern: a low level before the crisis, without notable 
increases thereafter. Romania differs from the former socialist countries newly EU member states, which in all 
classifications is usually grouped with. Starting from a low level of expenditure, along with Latvia, it had the modest 
progress. Other eastern countries have opted for a substantial increase in both overall supports and for universal and 
categorical transfers, some of them even increasing means-tested transfers. Bulgaria and Poland are the countries 
that have made the greatest efforts, with spectacular growth.  
 
4.2. Preference for financial benefit, the importance of childcare services 
Regarding the transfers’ structure, there is a preference for cash benefits (around two thirds) without means 
testing (approximately 90% of the cash benefits are universal and categorical transfers). Parental leave and the state 
child allowance financial are the benefits with the largest share every year. Benefits in kind and services are also 
granted without means testing (97-98%). Day care services for childcare cover most of the costs (between 80 and 
95% annually).  
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From 2005 the cash PPS value of benefits has increased by 31% and those in services decreased by 17%. The 
largest increase recorded the universal child benefits, which almost doubled in the analyzed period: from 32.5 to 
64.5 PPS per inhabitant.  
Here are the main trends that can be identified in the structure of the family budget in the analyzed period 
(Appendix Table 4): 
 Increasing the overall importance of cash benefits (increased budget share from 65% in 2005 to 70% in 2011) 
 For cash benefits: decreased importance of parental leave (share in the total cash benefits decreased from 51% in 
2005 to 43% in 2011) in conjunction with the growing importance of universal child and family allowances 
(percentage increased from 41% 56%) 
 A slight decrease in the share of goods and services provided without means testing (from 2.5% in 2005 to 2.1% 
in 2011) 
 Significant increase in the importance of children's services (increasing the share of child care services from 77% 
to 95% of the total benefits in kind)  
 
Without criticizing the importance attributed by the system for childcare services for children, it should however be 
noted the actual imbalance in the system. The complete reduction of housing services is a good example for this 
point. If the amount was 10.34 PPS per inhabitant in 2005, the value had fallen by 8 times (1.76 PPS in 2011). In 
fact, the drastic reduction in the value of family services other than childcare is a supplementary indicator for the 
system’s underdevelopment, for the choice of a limited protection model.  
 Conclusions  
The analysis of the financial transfers for family confirms Romania's option for a minimal protection. All 
indicators examined show the same pattern: low level of overall transfers or by type, modest increases during the 
crisis, even decreases in several aspects, the restriction to disappearance of some types of benefits and services.  
As structure, the support model is mainly based on money. Unbalanced share of the childcare services that ended up 
in time to capture all other services is a further proof for the austerity of the system. 
 Romania option is contradictory to most European countries, which have experienced major increases in the 
effort to protect the family during the crisis. Looking strictly at the modest rate of growth, Romania has a similar 
trajectory with Northern states which have had incomparably greater levels of benefits. In other words, Romania 
acted as a country that had a high level of welfare, a comprehensive system of protection that already ensured a 
decent standard for families on the crisis period. 
 Other eastern countries, except Latvia and Czech Republic, chose to increase transfers, reaching double and even 
triple levels than Romania. Bulgaria and Poland, countries which often Romania is included in the same category for 
a variety of reasons, are the countries that differ deeply in how they chose to support the family during the crisis. 
This study is an additional argument in rethinking conventional typologies of the welfare state. Regarding 
transfers to family in times of crisis, the eastern countries, new EU members, showed various options, not 
homogeneous, and Romania - one of the most austere models. 
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Appendix A. The dynamic of the social transfers for family (PPS per inhabitant) 
Source: Eurostat  
 
 
 
 
 
 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2011 as % 
of  2005 
(%) 
Bulgaria 78.8 88.87 119.4 141.11 207.43 221.65 227.12 288 
Poland 98.39 103.19 114.84 109.21 114.13 130.71 237.84 242 
Lithuania  148.44 157.35 189.36 307.43 385.71 340.7 295.36 199 
Estonia 211.69 231.12 246.64 304.61 334.31 358.31 345.86 163 
Slovakia 237.59 255.09 273.5 277.74 298.18 333.33 345.53 145 
Denmark 334.4 351.5 373.46 390.7 406.96 439.85 453.54 136 
Italy 261.49 286.14 317.32 332.11 348.55 335.57 354.76 136 
Hungary 375.74 443.76 456.64 469.67 476.46 505.61 504.5 134 
Norway  1028.72 1089.34 1184.18 1206.41 1236.7 1290.27 1337.34 130 
Finland 727.85 762.31 817.78 854.69 870.09 899.08 928.72 128 
Ireland 773.67 814.08 874.32 924.16 996.68 1031.63 992.9 128 
Malta  201.35 199.18 201.53 240.45 243.86 247.62 253.64 126 
Romania  144.29 160.16 177.67 180.72 193.45 205.11 181.59 126 
Slovenia  369.34 387.93 380.73 400.68 420.92 440.31 456.21 124 
Belgium 541.98 554.29 587.89 585.55 601.64 629.15 665.12 123 
Germany  813.98 790.03 807.67 828.34 862.01 958.15 990.87 122 
Czech Rep 995.71 1049.54 1176.9 1206.22 1245.43 1270.57 1204.54 121 
Greece 309.56 315.11 332.27 366.64 405.74 387.79 365.11 118 
Spain 271.32 293.19 315.33 338.87 352.99 350.27 318.95 118 
France 631.2 680.34 701.38 697.37 704.17 716.42 726.85 115 
Latvia 103.72 110.76 128.35 148.38 153.9 141.84 119.39 115 
Luxemburg  1934.06 2014.59 1983.88 2501.84 2290.01 2300.06 2148.89 113 
Portugal 204.91 214.5 225.86 240.33 257.75 263.12 227.89 111 
Austria 833 853.09 845.83 876.24 897.98 954.11 917.22 110 
Cyprus 427.7 415.5 444.82 508.64 501.97 493.41 466.93 109 
Netherlands  376.21 463.14 525.42 404.68 409.84 392.32 388.47 103 
Island 829.38 909.99 888.02 892.6 870.39 874.93 818.99 99 
UK 438.7 433.07 466.03 466.4 497.02 466.58 430.67 98 
Croatia 254.17 264.5 352.31 288.87 288.08 275.48 245.38 97 
UE 27 325.43 344.07 357.71 363.94 389.09 390.82 379.38 117 
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Appendix B. The dynamic of the non means-tested transfers for family (PPS per inhabitant) 
  2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2011 as 
% of  
2005  
Malta  25.29 22.94 27.08 169.02 163.43 158.73 153.53 607 
Bulgaria  29.79 45.53 77.65 92.82 143.37 153.97 159.66 536 
Poland 23.01 28.97 34.42 39.43 47.40 55.86 75.43 328 
Lithuania  136.96 146.15 179.03 291.38 367.52 297.30 254.84 186 
Slovenia  109.12 125.08 119.18 126.41 159.30 172.55 181.67 166 
Estonia  211.69 231.12 246.64 304.61 334.31 358.31 345.86 163 
France 395.00 527.74 543.72 542.32 550.34 571.99 583.54 148 
Portugal 42.39 43.93 48.19 45.69 53.43 58.98 62.88 148 
Italy 74.36 80.06 83.44 90.60 91.22 96.85 108.40 146 
Hungary 335.61 430.97 441.06 453.45 458.73 485.62 483.75 144 
Slovakia 234.74 251.88 265.76 269.76 291.06 325.93 337.59 144 
Czech 
Republic 
156.34 170.68 262.95 238.12 246.93 237.59 220.32 141 
Switzerland  342.93 364.64 376.60 391.09 418.52 435.62 342.93 134 
Norway 962.73 1,025.09 1,122.69 1,149.81 1,181.08 1,234.60 1,283.24 133 
Spain 181.98 197.97 225.31 259.72 262.24 265.99 239.79 132 
Romania  129.03 145.66 164.41 169.18 177.67 185.08 169.00 131 
Finland  717.00 752.08 808.26 846.40 862.47 891.61 921.82 129 
Sweden  767.25 844.58 891.63 925.53 902.55 922.62 955.69 125 
Belgium 536.14 547.86 585.11 582.67 598.64 625.35 661.06 123 
Denmark 945.68 995.88 1,142.65 1,173.32 1,209.77 1,228.45 1,162.18 123 
Germany  538.29 507.51 523.31 539.02 563.13 621.65 626.77 116 
Ireland 512.41 535.74 573.94 598.61 633.40 631.56 594.68 116 
Greece  217.48 217.82 228.49 241.82 277.44 260.50 250.26 115 
Latvia 101.74 108.54 126.01 145.64 150.77 139.61 117.17 115 
Luxemburg  1,901.99 2,014.59 1,983.88 2,501.84 2,290.01 2,300.06 2,148.89 113 
UK 345.51 353.47 387.34 397.38 434.56 412.19 384.74 111 
Austria  769.68 785.40 775.98 806.35 829.33 880.58 843.92 110 
Cyprus 427.26 414.82 444.19 508.47 501.81 493.24 466.68 109 
Iceland 674.16 743.09 693.58 703.18 679.59 680.69 654.23 97 
Netherlands  339.69 456.79 518.59 350.14 351.01 337.51 330.91 97 
UE 27 324.84 351.77 374.96 383.33 399.02 414.07 412.13 127 
Source: Eurostat  
 
 
 
818   Raluca Popescu /  Procedia Economics and Finance  22 ( 2015 )  810 – 819 
 
 
Appendix C.  The dynamic of the means-tested transfers for family (PPS per inhabitant) 
 
  2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2011 as % of  
2005  
Lithuania  11.47 11.20 10.33 16.05 18.19 43.39 40.52 353 
Slovakia 2.86 3.22 7.74 7.98 7.12 7.40 7.94 278 
Poland 75.38 74.22 80.42 69.78 66.72 74.85 162.40 215 
Switzerland  8.56 8.58 8.81 14.10 15.87 21.34 17.92 209 
Netherlands  36.52 6.36 6.83 54.55 58.82 54.82 57.56 158 
Ireland 261.26 278.34 300.38 325.55 363.28 400.07 398.22 152 
Bulgaria  49.01 43.34 41.75 48.29 64.06 67.69 67.46 138 
Germany  275.70 282.52 284.36 289.32 298.88 336.50 364.10 132 
Italy 187.13 206.08 233.88 241.51 257.32 238.72 246.36 132 
Greece  92.07 97.29 103.78 124.82 128.30 127.29 114.85 125 
Austria  63.32 67.69 69.84 69.89 68.65 73.53 73.31 116 
Latvia 1.97 2.22 2.34 2.74 3.13 2.23 2.23 113 
Iceland 155.22 166.90 194.44 189.42 190.80 194.23 164.76 106 
Slovenia  260.22 262.85 261.55 274.27 261.62 267.76 274.54 106 
Portugal 162.52 170.57 177.67 194.64 204.32 204.13 165.00 102 
Spain 89.34 95.22 90.02 79.15 90.75 84.28 79.16 89 
Denmark 50.03 53.66 34.25 32.90 35.66 42.12 42.35 85 
Romania  15.25 14.50 13.26 11.54 15.78 20.03 12.59 83 
Norway 65.99 64.26 61.49 56.59 55.62 55.66 54.10 82 
Belgium 5.84 6.43 2.78 2.88 3.00 3.80 4.06 70 
Finland  10.85 10.22 9.52 8.29 7.62 7.47 6.89 64 
France 236.21 152.60 157.65 155.05 153.83 144.43 143.31 61 
Cyprus 0.44 0.68 0.63 0.17 0.16 0.17 0.25 57 
Malta  176.07 176.24 174.45 71.43 80.43 88.89 100.11 57 
Hungary 40.13 12.79 15.58 16.21 17.73 19.99 20.75 52 
UK 93.19 79.61 78.69 69.01 62.46 54.39 45.93 49 
Czech Republic 97.83 93.81 89.36 50.75 41.15 37.89 25.06 26 
Estonia  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  
Luxemburg  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  
Sweden  0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  
UE 27 141.44 130.83 134.61 136.78 143.07 141.98 147.51 104 
Source: Eurostat  
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Appendix D.  The dynamic of the social transfers for families in Romania, by different types (PPS per capita) 
  2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2011 as 
% of  
2005  
Social protection benefits  144.29 160.16 177.67 180.72 193.45 205.11 181.59 126 
Cash benefits  93.45 100.05 109.65 111.2 131.29 149.23 126.53 135 
% from the social protection benefits  65 62 62 62 68 73 70 108 
In-kind benefits  50.84 60.11 68.02 69.52 62.16 55.88 55.06 108 
 % of the social protection benefits  35 38 38 38 32 27 30 86 
Cash benefits non means-tested  79.44 86.9 97.69 100.86 116.67 130.39 115.1 145 
 % from the cash benefits 85 87 89 91 89 87 91 107 
Parental leave benefit  40.71 48.27 38.7 31.67 40 52.1 50.03 123 
 % from the cash non means-tested benefits 51 56 40 31 34 40 43 85 
Child allowance 32.65 32.65 53.18 61.03 65.91 68.3 64.56 198 
% from the cash non means-tested benefits 41 38 54 61 56 52 56 136 
In kind benefits non means-tested  49.59 58.76 66.72 68.32 61 54.69 53.9 109 
 % from the in-kind benefits  98 98 98 98 98 98 98 100 
Childcare 39.25 50.14 57.13 65.89 58.8 52.46 52.3 133 
% from the in-kind benefits  77 83 84 95 95 94 95 123 
In kind benefits means-tested 1.25 1.35 1.3 1.2 1.16 1.19 1.16 93 
 % from the in-kind benefits 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 86 
 Source: Eurostat  
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